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Introduction
A Today's meeting will focus on major drivers for Power, Transmission at
Agency Services costs.

AThe Initial IPR Publication features cost estimates, drivers, goals, risks
and statistics as well as comparisons to previous IPR costs.
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benefit from further review and discussion by participants.
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Lessons Learned
BPA performed a comprehensive process review following the 2010 IPR

As a result of this review; the 2012 IPR includes the following new
approaches:

Al DSYSN}ft alyl3ISNQRa aSSiAy3ao

A An opportunity to provide input in technical workshops and proposec
IPR levels.

A Information has been consolidated into the Initial IPR Publication.

A Participants can request additional information or meetings on
specific program areas.

A Meetings will be held based on participant requests.
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Best Practices
BPA is currently on the road to implementing bpsictices.

In preparation for the 2012 IPR, Finance benchmarked budget developm
best practices.

Finance developedxpense cost targets based on 2012 start of year level:
escalated for inflation.

A Each program is expected to either meet those cost
targets or provide strong justification for funding nee
beyond targeted levels.

A Justified levels above the cost targets are shown as
proposed IPR levels.

A Capital targets reflect base levels discussed in the 2012 &
CIR process.

A Cost targets generally carry forward 2010 IPR
efficiencies by using the 2012 start of year levels as g
base.
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2012 Public Involvement

Stakeholder feedback will be taken into consideration, in conjunction wi
comments during the CIR, to establish both the capital and expense spe

levels for FY 20135.

Regional Srategy Long-Term Gapital  FY2013-2015 FY2013¢ 2015 | Final
Discussion Asset Srategies Expense & Capital Expense & Capital | 2014 ¢ 2015 Rates
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Key Agency Accompllshments

Since the last IPR, some major accomplishments:

A Positive net revenues in FY 2011 of
$82 million.

A Implemented Regional Dialogue contracts, tiered
rates.

A Launched new automated systems.
A Settled 30 years of differences with utilities.

A Integrated 3,500 MW of wind into the BPA system
through end of FY 20181711 MW through May
2012).

A Continued service to direatervice industries.
A Invested more than $1 billion in infrastructure.

A Energized McNarjohn Day Line, ahead of schedulg:
and under budget.

A Upgraded AC intertie to California.

A Achieved more than 100 MW in energy efficiency
savings.

A Invented tools that benefit BPA and the industry.

A Collaborated with the region to boost salmon returns.

2012 Integrated Program Review June 5, 2012




Agency Challenges
BPA and the region are currently faced with many challenges as we approach tl
next rate setting process.

Some of these challenges include:
A A regional economy that has yet to fully recover.
A Volatility of the net secondary sales.
A The concentration of renewable energy growth.
A Managing systems to meet shifting business needs.
A Uncertainty of future court actions.
A Evolving reliability standards.
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Power

A FY 2011 ended a four year esgell where the region experienced below
average precipitation and runoff. The forecast for runoff in 2012 is also above
F SN 3S® 5SaLIAGS KAIKSNI a0NBIFY Ff2;
strengthened, due to low market prices for natural gas and consequently low
market prices for secondary sales.

A Since the last IPR, Power Services has successfully managed costs within its
direct control, such as internal operating costs. These costs came in under
budget in FY 2011 and are forecast to be under budget again in FY 2012. Poy
Services is proposing to increase internal operating costs at an assumed leve
Inflation consistent with the IPR cost targets through 2015.

A Through diligent cost management, Power Services managed total expenses
levels below the rate case for FY 2010 and FY 2011.

A Some of the programs that are proposing increases for FY-PBtémpared
to spending levels in this rate period are:

A Columbia Generating Station A Bureau of Reclamation
A Corps of Engineers A Fish & Wildlife
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Rate Period Rate Change
WR07 3% Decrease
WR0O7S 1% Decrease
WR10 7% Increase
BR12 7.8% Increase

2012 Integrated Program Review

Power
Main Drivers

Cost Management via Power Function Review and
Flexible PF Rate Program (liquidity)

Restart of the REP at a lower cost and
Availability of the Treasury Facility (May 2008)

Funding for improved safety and reliability at CGS
Lower net secondary revenue credit

Increased costs of maintaining FCRPS and operatin
CGS reliably and safely

Cost of protecting salmon and steelhead in the
BiOp and the Fish Accords
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Power
FY 201415 Rate Drivers

o]

There are three main drivers to power rates:

A Net Secondary Revenue Credit, which averaged $415 million in FY 2012
2013 power rates, is likely to be significantly lower.

A Program Expensesthe subject of this IPR process.

A Cost of Risk including Planned Net Revenue for Risk and the probabilitie
of a Cost Recovery Adjustment Clause.
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The level of net secondary revenue is perhaps the single most significant
driver likely to affect a power rate increase in FY 20%4

A Current estimate of net secondary revenue is $302 million, based on
a gas price forecast of $3.97/MMBtu in FY 2014 and $4.35/MMBtu in
FY 2015.

A $302M is $114 million below the FY 204@13 average used in
setting BP12 power rates; and on its own would cause an 8%
Increase in power rates relative to FY 202913 rates.

A As always, there is uncertainty around this estimate, which varies
between-$23 million and $605 millioH.

A If gas prices of about $2.50/MMBtu persist, then net secondary
revenue could be as low as $220 million, which alone would cause a
14% increase in power rates.

1/ There is a 5% probability of higher revenues, and another 5% probability of lower revenues, outside of this ran
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Power

Rate Drivers

Program expenses established in the IPR process:

A In managing program expenses, our objective is to identify the
appropriate balance between ned&erm rate effects and sustaining the
long-term value of the FCRPS generating assets, while also meeting our
statutory obligations.

A Proposed IPR expenses alone result in a 6% rate increase relative to
current rates.
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Power
Cost of Risk:

A The unpredictability of hydro conditions and market prices have long
been the most significant risk factors that affect rate levels and
volatility.

A In setting power rates, when Treasury Payment Probability (TPP) is too
low, BPA traditionally uses a Cost Recovery Adjustment Clause (CRAC)
or Planned Net Revenue for Risk (PNRR), or a balance of the two.

A Gas prices, and thus electricity prices, are so low now that hydro
variability has a much lower impact on the risk that power rates must
cover. As a result, the TPP for FY 2044s likely to be quite high,
barring a disastrous FY 2013.

A Now that Power Services has access to the Treasury Facility for TPP
support, the CRAC is also used to generate revenue to repay any use of
the Treasury Facility.
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Natural gas fundamentals are bearish in the short term

Natural gas cash and forward prices
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1) NYMEX settle is price at expiration

2) BP-12 gas forecast vintage approximately March-April 2011
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A Since the BR2 rate case,
natural gas prices have falle
significantly.

A Shale gas boom is a game
changer for the industry.

A The recent historically warm
winter is creating record
levels of gas storage.

A Production also remains hig
and there are limited short
term demand opportunities.

A All of these factors
contribute to lower prices as
well as lower price forecasts




Power
Summary:

A Current prices are too low in terms of fundamentals around the cost of
production.

A It is uncertain when the market will turn, especially considering the high
storage levels that could take a year or more to work down.

A As a result, high prices ($6+) are unlikely any time soon.

A In the long term, economic recovery and sustained industrial investment
should lead to higher prices and higher volatility in the future, given past
market cycles.
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Historic Gas Prices
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Power

Historical Heavy Load Hour Prices Miblumbia

The following graph depicts Mid-Columbia next-day power prices.
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Power
Driver: Potential Power Revenue Requirement

Other NonlPR Costs
4%

Columbia Generating Station

Purchased Power 13%

Bureau of Reclamation
5%

Corps of Engineers
8%

Renewables

1%
Energy Efficiency
2%

Non-Generation Operations
2%

Fish & Wildlife
9%

orthwest Power &
Conservation Council
| <1%
Power Internal Support
| 3%
Transmission Acquisition and

Ancillary Services

5%

CapitatRelated Costs
35%

Note: For FY 201415 the twoyear annual average total revenue requirement (before credits) is $3.025 billion. Total rexredits are roughly $0.85 billion,
which includes secondary sales (includes slice value of secondary), generation input revenues, the 4(h)(10)(C) crdditvandd3S
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Power

A Planned Net Revenue for Risk (PNRR) is unlikely to be included when settir
FY 201415 power rates; but it depends on the financial results of FY 2013.
The current forecast of net revenue for FY 1380M, which results in a

probability of a Cost Recovery Adjustment Clause (CRAC) in FY 2014 of 36

A If net revenue in FY 2013 exceefid10 million, then no PNRR would be

needed, but there would be a probability of a CRAC occurring in FY 2014 o
97%.

A These results are different if low gas prices persisien the PNRR
threshold iss$562 million and a CRAC probability of 100% for FY 2014. This
result is driven by the fact that under the low gas assumption uncertainty is
much less (high TPP), but the use of the Treasury Facility is increased, whi

Increases the probability of a CRAC to generate revenue to repay the
Treasury Facility.
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Forecast Assumptions FY 2e13linclude:
A 2012 IPR Spending Level§arget and Proposed

A Capital spending and associated expenses are updated to the levels
proposed in the Capital in Review process and reflect revised interest
rates.

A Sources of capital funding are not modeled.

A Revised gas price forecast and updated forecast of net secondary revenue
and augmentation costs.

A Updated electricity market price forecast incorporates:
A Current gas price forecast
A A low gas price scenario

A Current approach to modeling risk and other variables when
forecasting electricity prices

A No PNRR is included at this point.
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Power

IPR Proposed and Target Scenario Cost Deltas from BP-12

(Delta in ¢ Rate Proposed Rate
Million) % (Delta in $ %
IPR Costs:
Columbia Generating Station: 14 1% 29 1%
Bureau of Reclamation: 1 <1% 35 2%
Corps of Engineers: 5 <1% 22 1%
Renewables: 1 <1% 2 <1%
Energy Efficiency: 1 <1% 1 <1%
Non-Generation Operations: 2 <1% 4 <1%
Fish & Wildlife: 18 1% 19 1%
orthwest Power & Conservation Council 0] <1% 0 <1%
Power Internal Support: 2 <1% 5 <1%
Total Rate Effect: 44 2% 117 6%
Non-IPR Costs: 1/ 33 2% 33 2%
Targel Rate Targel Rate Proposec Rate Proposec Rate
Current Ga % Low Ga: %  Current Ga % Low Ga: %
Revenues and Costs Affected
by Gas Price:
Net Secondary Revenué&/ 114 8% 196 14% 114 8% 196 14%
IP Rate Revenue: -9 <-1% -14 -1% -13 -1% -18 -1%
Other Revenue Credits3/ -8 <-1% -3 <-1% -8 <-1% -3 <-1%
Purchased Power: 20 1% 5 <1% 20 1% 5 <1%
Residential Exchange Program: -1 <-1% -2 <-1% -1 <-1% -2 <-1%
Irrigation Rate Discount and
Low Density Discount: 6 <1% 8 <1% 8 <1% 10 1%
122 8% 190 13% 120 8% 188 13%

Total Rate Effect:

1/ Non-IPR costs include transmission expenses and capital-related costs.

2/ Net Secondary Revenue after Slice has a larger per dollar rate impact than the other revenue and expense categories
before Slice amounts.

3/ Other revenue credits include such things as 4(h)10(c) credits, generation input revenues, reimburseable energy effici
revenue, and greeen tags.
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Power

Your recommendations.

CGS Debt extensiggb w/ NB OSy (if & | LILINRYS IRenSelexdsinsioNS |
to December 2043. EN Executive Board approval would be required for extending deb
through term of extended licensethis action could reduce capitatlated costs by as
much as $85 million per year in the FY 2Qb4rate period, reducing power rates by
about 4 percent.

The recent Uranium tails arrangement with TVA and the U.S. Enrichment Corporation
should save ratepayers about $20M per year over the next four years, reducing power
rates by about 1 percent.

CGS Decommissioning Fund realignment can move forward as well now that the licen:
renewal was approved. It results in a savings of $9.6M in FY 2014 and $12.9M in FY
2015.

It is possible that BPA could extend the debt for Cowlitz Falls by 10 years to match the
term of the agreement with Lewis County PUD. Savings would be $4 million per year (
million for the rate period).




Power

IPR Program Expenses
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Power Services Expense Summary

1,400

m Columbia Generating Station

1,200
mBureau of Reclamation
1,000 m Corps of Engineers
Renewables
800 A
Energy Efficiency
600 A

® Non-Generating Operations

400 A — ]
M Fish and Wildlife/LSRCP/Environmental
Requirements
200 A NW Power and Conservation Council
$ Millions
. . . . . J . l l J . . HBPA Internal Support
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Prgpgsgd spending Igvels, for the (Eolvumbia Generatipg Station (CGS) are basAe
t SgSta ARSYUATASR AY 9YSNHeée bZ2NIUKg$S
emerging equipment reliability issues and equipment obsolescence.
Drivers formproposing an increase from the cost targease:
A Escalation of regulatory fees, labor, contracts and other costs assumed to t
3.95% (vs. 1.88% used in target).
A Fuel costs included in proposed spending levels are based on fuel purchas
per contracts/forecasts and not by escalating previous fuel purchases.

A Increased employee health and benefits costs; increased generation taxes;
Increased spares program funding level; higher premiums for Nuclear Elect

Insurance Limited (NEIL).

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casp Actuals || Rate CasgForecast]| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed
WP-10 $257,811 $256,940| $324,88% $322,217
BP-12/2010 IPR $306,366 $295,437 $345,941 $325,424 $384,35(
2012 IPR $344,429 $347,829| $317,860 $326,136| $361,904 $384,394

Risks of operating at the cost targanclude longterm reliability may be impacted
as projects would be deferred or cancelled, increasing probability of plant

shutdowns.
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Power

Columbia Generating Station
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Proposed costs for the Corps of Engineers (Corps) are consistent withydas ®&M budget plan presented in the 2010 IPR
and address aging infrastructure and increased routine androatine maintenance requirements.
A/l 2Nl hsga 0dzRISGa FNBE RSOStf 2LISR GKNRJIZAK F NRA3I2NEPdz
rate case. The extensive bottoms up approach determines the minimum funding required to meet operating reliabil
and performance requirements with no contingencies (budgets af@veduated annually to ensure funding is applied

to highest priority areas of the program). The FY 2084¢udget development confirmed proposed funding
requirements as presented in the 2010 IPR.

A Despite the recent investments in the FCRPS, the average hydroAMP rating for all equipment continues to decline;
there is a continued risk of significant forced outages and loss of hydro generating capacity.

A Since last IPR, there have been multiple forced outages of John Day turbines (and Lower Granite) due to bla
linkage/pin failures, and in Bonneville Powerhouse 2 (generator problems).

A As identified in last IPR, costs continue to increase associated withontine extraordinary maintenance, cultural
resource mitigation, WECC/NERC compliance, cyber and physical security, and labor. Corps wages were frozen in
b2@3SYOSNI Hamns odzi ¢6KSYy (GKS FNBSIS Aa tAFGSRT G S
staff) will be adjusted to regional prevailing wage levels (Reclamation T&C employees have continued to get raises
during this period).

Risks of operating at the cost targeficlude:

A Potential for lower completion of required maintenance and deferral of-rautine maintenance work activities,
resulting in potential for more forced outages (e.g. blade linkage failures at John Day and Lower Snake plants and
Bonneville PH 2 generators) and lower system availability.

A Potential for violations due to inability to meet WECC/NERC reliability standards.

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casg Forecast|| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed
WP-10 $191,060 $192,279| $192,433 $190,835
BP-12/2010 IPR $208,700 $207,174 $215,70( $231,181 $237,374
2012 IPR $215,700 $215,700| $215,170 $231,187| $219,218 $237,374
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The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamatiomigoosing an increasérom the 2010 IPR primarily due to:

A
A
A

A

Staffing shortfalls for operations and routine and Amutine maintenance at Grand Coulee (about $9.5M/yr).
Increased costs for the Grand Coulee Third Power Plant overhaul (~$11.7M/yr).
Increased newly identified neroutine extraordinary maintenance (~$9.4M/yr mostly at Grand Coulee).

FY2014 FY2015
Staffing Increase $ 9,334,000 $ 9,655,000
Increased TPP Overhaul Costs | $ 13,686,000 $ 9,688,000
Newly Identifed Non-routine Maint.$ 8,363,000 $ 10,529,000
{AYAEFN) G2 GKS /2NlJAQ hga o0dzRISGaszx wSOflFYFGA2yQa 06dzRAS
8SIFENR G2 O2AYOARS 4AlK -evalu@ed arviialy$o edduréf@Binglis ipgplied tdiRgBeStipioregsNS
of program. Additionally, information pertaining to recommended staffing requirements for Grand Coulee (provided by MWH
| 2y adzt GAYy30 6l a4 AYO2NLIR2NIGSR Ayd2 GKA&a &SINXR& 0dzRISG RS
As identified in last IPR, costs continue to increase associated withoontine extraordinary maintenance, cultural resource
mitigation, WECC/NERC compliance, cyber and physical security, and labor. FCRPS trades and crafts employees (~60% of
wSOf FYFGA2yQa a0l FF0 KIBS NBOSAOGSR NIrAasSa | @SNY3IAy3AYOSH
2012 and 13, significantly higher than cost target increases.

Similar to the Corpsisks of operating at the cost targdnclude:

A Potential for lower completion of required maintenance and deferral of-nmutine maintenance work activities, resulting in
potential for more forced outages and lower system availability.
A Potential for violations due to inability to meet WECC/NERC reliability standards.
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casp Actuals || Rate CasgForecast|| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed

WP-10 $87,314 $82,129| $96,11(0 $85,484
BP-12/2010 IPR $111,973 $111,977 $119,891 $118,971 $123,246
2012 IPR $119,891 $119,891] $115,443 $150,101] $117,614 $152,533
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Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers
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Northwest Power Act, the Columbia Basin Fish Accords, wildlife settlements, and other
agreements.

There is no additionail for the Program because the

cost target and proposed spending levels are the same. However, the LSRCP has two it
would not be funded if spending levels are held to the target level:

ADeferred maintenance (including energy conservation and preventative maintenance
AActivities to meet Best Management Practices

However, the Fish and Wildlife Program proposed spending levels are lower than project
spending needed to meet all existing commitments, in part because of lower spending in
previous rate periods has shifted spending into future rate periods. There is a risk that
commitments could exceed the proposed spending level in a given year due to this shap
spending, even if overall costs across multiple years remain the same.

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casg Forecast|| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed
WP-10 $238,900 $223,090| $260,78( $245,604
BP-12/2010 IPR $266,525 $275,052 $271,58¢ $281,708 $288,811
2012 IPR $271,589 $276,130| $284,004 $284,970| $290,569 $291,97(
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Proposgd costs for the Energy Efficiency program are based on achieving publ
LIZ2g SNNRa aKINBE 2F 0KS O2yaSNUIHPowgey a
Plan and include funding for the following:

A Program infrastructure support

A Research, data collection, and evaluation of qpvagrammatic savings

A Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) funding

A Low income and tribal grants for improving energy efficiency

A Reimbursable conservation program with other federal agencies (rate
neutral)

A Costs associated with legacy conservation projects

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casg Forecast|| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed
WP-10 $83,984 $66,87q| $85,123 $59,474
BP-12/2010 IPR $46,950 $41,024 $47,85( $49,40( $49,40(
2012 IPR $47,85Q $47,85(Q| $48,409 $48,408| $49,321 $49,32(

There is no additionail because the Energy

Efficiency program is not proposing an increase from the cost targets. Howeve
GKS O02ai0 G2 I OljdzANBE O2yaSNWI GAz2y al
| 2dzy OAf Qa GFNBSO ¢6KAES adleAayd @[’JK
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t NBLI2ASR O2 a4l HereratiNd Qpéraiiéhdipagrany oyide for Power to meet its
mission and includes employee salaries, employee benefits, awards, service contracts, supplemen

fFr02NE YR ! 3SyOe { SNBAOSa O2ada Faaz2O0Al SR
allocated).

C2NJ C, HAMHIE t26SNI {SNBAOSAQ addl FFAy3 fSOSt 3
level reflected in the 2010 IPR.

Power Services Only FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casg Actuals || Rate CasgForecast|| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed
WP-10 $55,644 $49,139[ $56,971 $50,344
BP-12/2010 IPR $55,249 $53,646 $55,504 $58,259 $58,981]
2012 IPR $55,504 $55,504| $57,474 $57,489| $58,904 $58,926
Agency Services Only FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Rate Casp Actuals || Rate Casg Actuals || Rate CasgForecast|| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed| Target | Proposed
WP-10 $31,544 $26,489[ $32,269 $24,797
BP-12/2010 IPR $33,211 $32,244 $34,447 $37,02( $37,747
2012 IPR $34,444 $34,604| $32,914 $34,5671| $34,054 $35,989
Combined Total FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
WP-10 $87,196| $75,623|| $89,240| $75,137
BP-12/2010 IPR $88,46(0 $85,889 $89,95( $95,271 $96,723
2012 IPR $89,950 $90,11Q| $90,384 $92,053| $92,960Q $94,904
There is no additional for Power Services because it is

not proposing an increase from the target. However, there would be cuts to several Agency Servic
organizatlons (most notably Legal and Environmerlt) that wquld [educeﬂthe support recc,ai\{ed from
GK24aS 2NBFYAT FGA2ya YR AYONBlIaS GKS 20SNYff
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Program Overview

Corps of Engineers
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Program Overview

Bureau of Reclamation
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SUREAU OF RECLAMATION
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Program Overview

Energy Northwest:
Columbia Generating Station
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Program Overview

Fish and Wildlife
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Almplements hundreds of programs each year to mitigate the impacts of the FCRPS da

ASatisfies obligations under the Northwest Power Act, the Endangered Species Act, anc
and treaty responsibilities to affected Indian tribes.

AProvide compliance with ESA biological opinions (BiOps), the Columbia Basin FISh Ac
Wildlife settlements and other agreements. et

The Program includes:
A Hydro actions to improve fISh survwal

A Hatchery production to compensate for hydro fish losses and to Al
conservation efforts. ‘

A Predator management.

A Resident fish and wildlife mitigation.

A Research and monitoring.
BPA funds the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan (LSRCP) WhICh IS a progr'
operates and maintains a network of 11 hatcheries and 18 satellite facilities to
mitigate for losses of salmon and steelhead from the construction and operation ¢
the four lower Snake River dams. This program includes expenses for operations
evaluations, and noinecurring maintenance.

2012 Integrated Program Review June 5, 2012 @




Power
Fish and Wildlife
Total Annual Average Cost of BPA Fish & Wildlife Act

FY 20122013
FY 2012011 BlgllZ Flni'sll FY 20142015
Percentage of Spending ég%%ﬁ ($rir?|eiﬁ?§r§ g%r&iﬁ:igit

Categories Allocated to F&W

Ceomedpogan — dom o

210 239 257
5 5 5
24 26 31
38 43 45
5 5 6
318 280 TBD?
125 143 163
726 743 456

1 FY 2014-2015 data is based on the proposed IPR spending levels.

Depreciation & Interest on COH /
Reclamation / USF&WS Capita
F&W Investments

(based on Plant in Service)

Total $

Depreciation & Interest on BPA
Direct Program Capital F&W

2 Hydro operations effects will be determined in the BP-14 rate case.
Investments
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Almplement in an effective and timely manner, what is now a
mature Fish and Wildlife Program.
ACdzft FAEE . t!1 Qa 20f ATl dAZ2YaE Y
other biological opinions, the Columbia Basin Fish Accords,

wildlife settlements and other agreements, and the NWPCC
Program.

AUse biological performance metrics to evaluate progress.
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and include:
AMaintain fish production at current levels.
APlan for future reforms to achieve Best Management Practice.
AAddress high priority deferred maintenance actions.

AContinuous improvements in rearing technology that allow for
increased fish production using available water.
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